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INTRODUCTION
Initiatives toward the advancement of electronic 
democracy do more than provide fora for delibera-
tive democracy. Organizations such as The World 
Legal Information Institute (WorldLII) is a free, 
independent and non-profit collaboration of a 
number of institutes dedicated to the provision of 
free access to public legal information throughout 
the world Worldlii (2007). They receive the text 
of judgments and statutes on a daily basis from 
thousands of courts and parliaments worldwide. 
Within a very short time frame, the text is auto-
matically processed and uploaded to the relevant 
databases making the documents freely available 
to any Internet user. Combine this with initiatives 
to ensure that advanced communication technolo-
gies are readily accessible to all citizens and there 
is the capacity for a well-informed citizenry with 
the capacity to deliberate on issues in a way that 
has not been historically possible. This chapter 
looks at some of the structural, organizational 
and group elements that need to be considered 
in enabling effective deliberative democracy and 
the reasoning community framework perspective 
on these.
Deliberative democracy, first coined by Bes-
sette (1994) combines elements of representative 
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democracy with direct democracy by advocating 
some form of public deliberation about issues 
in decision-making debates. An example of this 
kind of democracy can be seen in the deliberative 
opinion poll model advanced by Fishkin, (1991). 
James Fishkin developed the concept of Delib-
erative Polling, which uses television and public 
opinion research to help members of a reasoning 
community in understanding an issue that has 
direct relevance in their lives. Whilst this method 
does not involve computing technology at all, it 
does provide evidence to support the notion that 
reasoning by a group differs from individual 
reasoning and that benefits for the public can be 
accrued by better informing citizens and involving 
them in the decision-making process.
The first step in the Deliberative Polling 
process is to form a representative sample of the 
wider community, usually by random sampling. 
Members of this group are polled on the targeted 
issues. Following the initial poll, the members are 
invited to gather at a single venue for a weekend 
in order to discuss the issues. A set of briefing 
materials is sent to the participants and is also 
made publicly available. The participants form 
small discussion groups and, with the assistance 
of a trained moderator, engage in dialogue with 
competing experts and political leaders. These 
events are either taped and edited or are broadcast 
on live television. After the deliberations, the 
sample revisits the original questions and any 
changes in opinion are noted.
Deliberative polling experiments have been 
conducted in the U.S., Canada, the United King-
dom, Australia and Denmark, with samples rang-
ing in size from 200 to 466. Such sample sizes 
have two main benefits. Firstly, they are large 
enough to include a representative sample of the 
wider population and hence to return reliable re-
sults from statistical analysis. Secondly, they are 
small enough to enable the process of face-to-face, 
synchronous discussions. The results from these 
experiments indicate that the process proved to 
be especially suitable for issues where the public 
had little background knowledge of an issue. More 
importantly, the process had a significant impact 
on people’s understanding of the issues, which 
resulted in significant proportions of the samples 
changing their decisions. Thus the process is very 
useful for the fact-finding phase of reasoning. 
However, the process requires synchronous and 
collocated participation, and it is limited in the 
number of participants that it can accommodate. 
These drawbacks are overcome by use of web-
based technologies.
A key feature of Deliberative Polling is that a 
representative sample of participants is used for 
deliberating and ultimately voting on an issue. The 
deliberations and voting outcomes provide valu-
able insights, but do not supplant representative 
decision making. Many initiatives similar to or 
inspired by deliberative opinion polls have been 
established in a number of countries. The sites 
vary according to their support for deliberation. 
For example, electronic petitions sites are a type 
of opinion poll where participants can signal their 
views on a topic though the capacity to access 
information and engage in deliberation is limited.
A central tenant of deliberative democracy is 
the ideal that decision making ought to be informed 
by reasoned debate (Stromer-Galley, 2007). Elec-
tronic petition systems go some way toward this 
by providing easy access to information about an 
issue and the views of others. In reasoning com-
munity terms, this enables participants to perform 
individual coalescing and form their own views. 
Those views are then submitted to the community 
through the petition. The decision making remains 
the province of the parliament or recipient of the 
petition. Some sites such as the Australian GetUp 
(www.getup.org.au) do not directly aim their peti-
tions at a decision-making body.
According to Habermas (1984), decisions made 
by consensus following informed deliberation 
leads to outcomes that are just and invite compli-
ance. This cannot be said of outcomes determined 
by a vote. In practice, decision making is often 
not deliberative because participants do not start 
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on a level playing field. Some participants have a 
greater voice, are more powerful, less inclined to 
hear others or are motivated by rewards outside 
the discussion. The perception that parliaments, 
local government councils, company boards, 
school boards and other decision-making bodies 
are not deliberative has possibly contributed to 
an unprecedented degree of public cynicism and 
mistrust of social institutions.
Although deliberation as an ideal may be 
intuitively appealing, the ascertainment of the 
extent to which deliberation occurs in a group 
is a difficult exercise. As judgments about the 
extent to which groups are deliberative are being 
made it becomes more important to understand 
what constitutes deliberation and how it might be 
measured or qualified.
The process for defining the participants in a 
deliberative poll corresponds to a decision about 
the engagement phase of a reasoning community 
as conceptualized by Yearwood & Stranieri in 
Chapter xx. In this chapter the extent to which 
the current deliberative democracy efforts fit 
with the framework for reasoning communities is 
examined. The reasoning community framework 
is also used to understand the elements of the 
deliberative democracy processes currently in 
use and examine, in particular structural aspects 
of the processes. This analysis is used to highlight 
possibilities for technological support to both 
permit broader participation and enhance the level 
of participation and deliberation.
DELIBERATIVE DEMOCRACY
John Dryzek argued for transformation of political 
processes to include the active and critical engage-
ment of citizenry in deliberative processes in the 
modern, global world (Dryzek, 1990; Dryzek, 
2002). In Australia, GetUp is a not-for-profit or-
ganization not affiliated with any political party. 
The organization elicits suggestions for issues 
from subscribers, collates information regarding 
the issue and provides an online bulletin board 
and voting mechanism. In a relatively short period 
of time, the subscription to GetUp has exceeded 
that of all political parties in that country. The 
Australian Council for Trade Unions (http://
Rightsatwork.com.au)campaign provides infor-
mation regarding changes to industrial relations 
laws and encouraged online opposition. In three 
months, the email list grew from 4000 to 170,000 
lodgements of opposition.
e-participation initiatives in Europe include the 
Gov2u project (http://www.gov2u.org/) which is 
a generic but customizable, project that includes 
open source programs that facilitate the estab-
lishment of electronic participatory petitions. In 
Spain, over sixty municipalities are electronically 
implementing Gov2Demoss in the framework 
of the eConsensus project, which aims to foster 
public participation and consultation over the 
Internet; to improve the communication between 
councils and the citizens they serve; and to provide 
virtual fora to help citizens organize communities 
of interest and thus participate more effectively 
and constructively in public life. In Japan, the 
Voicebank initiative (Yong, 2005) provides an-
other example of an effective electronic petition 
site. Voicebank elicits opinions and concerns 
about government programs from citizens. The 
opinions and complaints are made available for 
all citizens and an online discussion of underlying 
issues often occurs. An electronic petition system 
in Thailand provides a link for citizens to lodge 
suggestions and complaints directly to the prime 
minister (Yong, 2005).
In June 2007, the first e-community of Eu-
ropeans was launched. It saw the creation of the 
first multilingual social network, blogging plat-
form and fora for European citizens. With over 
300,000 visitors per month and 30,000 subscribers 
on its newsletter, cafebabel.com has the capacity 
to change the perspective of European citizens 
on Europe. It is having a significant impact in 
the field of Internet journalism. More recently, 
mobile technologies have been deployed to en-
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able citizens, particularly in remote communities 
to voice their views and provide input into the 
decision-making process (Gross, 2000; Brucher, 
2003; Cabri, 2005). Further, a mobile system in-
tegrated into a geographical information system 
has been trialled in Portugal by Carvalho (2004).
Electronic petition approaches typically en-
able very little scope for participants to engage 
further with any opinions or to conduct delib-
erative discussions outside the petition forum. 
Electronic petition systems enable widespread 
access to information and spaces for discussion 
do not, in themselves, ensure that deliberation 
occurs. However, the identification of the nature 
of deliberation has been controversial.
In 2002, the European Science Foundation 
established the programme TED (Towards Elec-
tronic Democracy) with the objective of develop-
ing interactive decision support tools to help de-
velop inclusive e-democratic systems. The project 
included members from Spain, Canada, Austria, 
Ireland, Italy, Germany, UK, Netherlands, Russia, 
Switzerland, Sweden, Czech Republic, Finland 
and Belgium. TED was based at the Universidad 
Rey Juan Carlos in Madrid, Spain. The project’s 
aim was to use the internet to enable citizens to 
participate in societal decision making and voting, 
rather than simply being involved in electronic 
referenda. That is, the project team sees stakehold-
ers being involved in all aspects of decision mak-
ing including “helping to shape options, sharing 
perspectives, discussing and evaluating pros and 
cons, addressing uncertainty and moving towards 
a balanced conclusion”. To address this, several 
areas for development were identified, including: 
problem structuring, uncertainty modelling, pref-
erence modelling, negotiation, risk assessment and 
communication of issues and the development of 
a web-based software infrastructure. Many tools 
were developed (see French, 2007; Insua, 2003; 
Insua, 2005; Prosser, 2004).
Government based on democratic principles 
has become increasingly prevalent in the last 
two centuries to the point that most nation states 
now are democratic. Key features of these states 
include the notion that a government, freely and 
fairly elected by the majority of people, rules on 
their behalf and by their consent. The protection 
of human rights, a respect for the rule of law, and 
the enshrinement of freedom of expression are 
ideals closely associated with democracy.
The form of government in the Greek city 
states over two thousand years ago involved a 
direct democracy where citizens participated 
directly in debates that resulted in legislation and 
other decisions that affected the city. Although, 
participation in meetings of the Assembly was 
restricted to adult male citizens in Athens, accord-
ing to Manville (2003), thousands of participants 
would dutifully attend monthly Assembly meet-
ings. Debates often raged and ultimately decisions 
were made by a simple majority vote of a show 
of hands or counting of coloured balls.
In contrast, representative democracy typical 
of most modern states, involves the appointment 
of representatives to engage in debates and make 
decisions on behalf of citizens. Direct democracy 
is regarded as infeasible as the population sizes 
increase whereas representative democracies have 
provided stable and effective government for mil-
lions. However critics of representative democracy 
(including Rousseau, 1968) suggest that citizens 
are disempowered if removed from the means to 
direct the process of law making. Indeed, many 
democratic states report that participation by 
citizens is decreasing to alarming levels leading 
to widespread disenfranchisement, particularly 
for minority groups such as youth, the elderly, 
rural communities and certain disability groups 
(Macintosh, 2002; Chutimaskul, 2004).
Åström (2004) distinguishes between three 
models of digital democracy: Direct democracy, 
Interactive democracy and Indirect democracy. 
Direct democracy corresponds to citizens’ direct 
participation in the political process and decision-
making. Interactive democracy involves strength-
ening civic engagement and activism through 
online discussion and deliberation. The indirect 
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model works to strengthen the core institutions of 
representative democracy through the provision 
and dissemination of information and providing 
transparency. He compares these models in term 
of their aims, grounds for legitimacy, citizens’ role, 
mandate of the elected and ICT-use focus. For 
example, intractive democracy has respectively 
the following characteristics: autonomy, public 
debate, opinion former, interactive, discussion.
Gibson et al. (2004) consider the effects and 
impact that the Internet and Information and 
Communication Technologies have had on the 
political process and the practice of democracy to 
date. They find that the hopes for digital informa-
tion and communications technology to enable 
movement from representative democracy to more 
direct forms of democracy have not been realized. 
The situation is described as better than a null 
effect with many enhancements to the practices 
used in representative democracy, in particular 
some greater engagement with the younger 
more computer literate generations. In general 
there seems to be a greater use of the Internet to 
provide communities with information but there 
is some disappointment with the extent to which 
the elected representatives are found to listen to 
the feedback of the individuals in the community.
THE ELEMENTS OF A 
REASONING COMMUNITY
The term reasoning community (Yearwood & 
Stranieri, 2009) is broader and more encompass-
ing than communities of commitment, practice, 
or purpose. A reasoning community is a group 
of participants that reason individually, commu-
nicate with each other, and attempt to coalesce 
their reasoning in order to reason collectively to 
perform an action or solve a problem.
The four key phases inherent in a reasoning 
community are (Figure 1):
• Engagement - involves the selection and 
recruitment of participants, the identifica-
tion of the intended audience for the rea-
soning on the selected issue, the definition 
of a communication protocol and a deci-
sion-making protocol. Participants in a 
reasoning community are the people that 
agree on the issue and directly engage in 
reasoning to solve the problem or perform 
an action. A protocol for communication is 
the set of rules that govern exchanges be-
tween participants. A decision protocol 
specifies how the community will ulti-
mately reach a decision; by voting, consen-
sus or other mechanisms.
• Individual reasoning. Each participant 
ascertains facts, makes inferences from 
facts to draw conclusions and, by so do-
ing contributes reasons to a pool of reasons 
for the community. A key part of individual 
reasoning involves an individual’s coalesc-
ing of reasoning. This is the process of 
juxtaposing background knowledge with 
reasons advanced by other participants in 
order to understand the issue and position 
his or her claims amidst the others. A par-
ticipant’s coalescing of reasoning involves 
making sense of reasons in order to as-
Figure 1. Reasoning community phases
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sert their own claims or to understand the 
claims of others.
• Group coalescing of reasoning. The co-
alescing of reasoning for the entire com-
munity involves organizing the terms, 
concepts and reasoning advanced by par-
ticipants to the community into an explicit, 
coherent representation. This is important 
for shared and democratic decision-mak-
ing where decisions are made on the ba-
sis of reasoned debate. Further, group co-
alescing enables communities in the future 
to adopt coalesced reasoning as a starting 
point for their own deliberations. Most cur-
rent reasoning communities perform indi-
vidual coalescing but do not systematically 
perform group coalescing.
• Decision-making. Making a decision re-
quires making a choice between alterna-
tives, actions or solutions considered. In a 
practical sense it involves the performance 
of an action or solution of a problem. The 
resolution of the problem requires the im-
plementation of the decision-making pro-
tocols in order to reach a final decision.
MEASURING DELIBERATION
As deliberation is critical to deliberative democ-
racy, it is important that we have tools to help 
further understand it and that allow us to identify 
and if possibly quantify it. The identification and 
measurement of deliberation is difficult despite 
its appeal as a key part of a group’s process that 
is desirable in underpinning democratic decisions. 
A clear definition of deliberation in a democratic 
context by Stromer-Galley (2007) provides a 
starting point:
“deliberation as a process whereby groups of 
people, often ordinary citizens, engage in reasoned 
opinion expression on a social or political issue 
in an attempt to identify solutions to a common 
problem and to evaluate those solutions.”
Three different approaches for measuring the 
quality of a deliberation are provided by Niemeyer 
(2007), Stromer-Galley (2007) and Steenbergen 
(2003). The Discourse Quality Index (DQI) of 
Steenbergen (2003) and Steiner (2004) provides 
an instrument that codifies interactions in order to 
rate the quality of discourse. The DQI was evalu-
ated on parliamentary discourse in Britain and uses 
four criteria: the level of justification supporting 
claims, the extent to which justifications were 
egalitarian, the degree of respect paid to counter-
arguments and the extent to which proposals were 
based on a goal of reaching genuine consensus.
The approach taken by Stromer-Galley (2007) 
codifies dialogue using a different scheme that 
includes indicators for the extent to which reasons 
underpin opinions, the extent to which participants 
are engaged in the process and the extent to which 
discussion was on topic. She defined six key ele-
ments of deliberation:
• Reasoned opinion expression - where par-
ticipants provide reasons for their opinion
• References to external sources such as 
mass media and other materials - useful to 
ensure that all participants have access to 
the same background information. When 
there is disagreement, claims based on the 
documents can be more readily understood
• Expressions of disagreement. The free 
expression of disagreement is important 
to avoid undue influence of one view, the 
phenomena called ``groupthink” by Janis 
(1972). Open expression of disagreement 
also ensures that participants justify their 
positions
• Equal levels of participation - ensures that 
the broadest range of candidate suggestions 
and solutions are identified and all parties 
have equal opportunity to participate
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• Coherent topic and structure - is concerned 
with how much of the time is spent on-top-
ic and with the structure of the deliberation
• Engagement between participants - is nec-
essary for discussions to evolve.
Niemeyer (2007) notes that measures of de-
liberation based solely on the quality of discourse 
unnecessarily ignore outcomes and that a more 
effective measure includes an assessment of the 
extent of the observed transformations resulting 
from deliberation. This is grounded in the notion 
of intersubjective rationality,that requires consis-
tency between predispositions in terms of beliefs 
and values and the preferences or desired outcomes 
within the deliberation group. Intersubjective 
rationality is measured by taking every pairing 
of participants and performing correlation statis-
tics on their beliefs and their desired outcomes. 
The correlations are then plotted as illustrated in 
Figure 2 which might be indicative of low inter-
subjective rationality. Points in the upper right 
quadrant represent those correlations where the 
pair of participants adopts similar positions taken 
on the basis of similar beliefs. In contrast, the 
correlations in the lower right quadrant represent 
correlations where pairs of participants desire dif-
ferent outcomes though their underlying beliefs are 
similar. Figure 3 illustrates what the correlations 
might look like in the case of high intersubjective 
rationality. The deliberation amongst a group is 
more advanced if more pairings are in the top 
right or lower left quadrants. This demonstrates 
an alignment between beliefs and outcomes; an 
intersubjective rationality.
Yearwood & Stranieri (2007) used character-
istics related to the structure of reasoning in ex-
amining the impact of different approaches to 
argument mapping on secondary school students 
reasoning in groups on a government policy issue. 
The researchers provided all students with the 
same background information regarding the Aus-
Figure 2. Low intersubjective rationality
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tralian government’s policy on the processing of 
asylum seekers and then divided them into seven 
groups to discuss the issue. Each group was pro-
vided with a different reasoning/knowledge 
scheme to support their deliberations. These were 
the original Toulmin argument structure, IBIS 
(Issue-Based Information System (Rittel & Weber, 
1984)) (with and without the positions and argu-
ments laid out), the GAAM (Generic/Actual 
Argument Model (Yerwood & Stranieri, 2006) 
(with and without the claims, relevance reasons 
and inference reasons laid out), and narrative 
reasoning. There was also a control group who 
received no support for their reasoning. Learning 
outcomes were measured with a test on the issue 
and group deliberation was subjectively measured 
by experimenter observation of the following 
features:
• The extent to which there was agreement 
on claims without the advancement of rea-
sons or consideration of alternatives,
• The extent to which agreement was 
reached by disagreement with the alterna-
tive claims,
• The extent to which agreement was reached 
because of some other evidence or reason, 
and;
• The extent to which agreement was reached 
by a combination of other evidence data or 
reasons.
Some indicative results from the preliminary 
study are presented in Table 1. These results are 
not conclusive but suggest that there are benefits 
for deliberation to be gained by using techniques 
for structuring reasoning. Further work is being 
undertaken with greater emphasis on the groups 
Figure 3. High intersubjective rationality
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acting according to the principles of a reasoning 
community.
In our view, efforts to measure the quality of 
deliberation, while important, are aligned with 
the goal of identifying effective technologies to 
support deliberation. The ability for large numbers 
of participants to engage in quality deliberative 
discussion, however this is measured, requires 
two key technological features:
• Advanced communication technologies. 
Existing Internet technologies provide the 
medium for unprecedented numbers of 
individuals across the globe to exchange 
views and information
• Schemes for organizing and structuring 
knowledge so that very complex issues and 
arguments can be organized in compact 
ways. Without this, participation in any 
discussion is restricted to a small number 
of highly specialized individuals because 
others will not have time to assimilate the 
large quantities of information that under-
pin most current issues.
The first, advanced communication technolo-
gies, requires that there is widespread and afford-
able access to Internet and related technologies. 
Concerns that a digital divide between those with 
access to these technologies and consequent access 
to information and the opportunity to contribute 
to decisions, and those without this access will 
only result in a new underclass have been raised 
by numerous authors including Wilhelm (2000), 
Kampen (2003), Jaeger (2004) and Wright (2006). 
Although the ability to connect to the Internet is 
increasingly prevalent and affordable throughout 
many countries, access is still far from universal. 
Further, affordable access to information and com-
munication technologies alone does not ensure 
empowerment and engagement. Educational, cul-
tural and other socio-political factors can impact 
significantly on the adoption of digital technolo-
gies to enhance participation Wilhelm (2000).
Digital divide issues aside, the second requisite 
for large numbers of participants to engage in 
reasoning involves schemes for organizing and 
structuring reasoning. This is needed because is-
sues that attract the interest of large numbers of 
participants are invariably complex and involve 
many claims, facts and documents detailing 
evidence. For instance, an Environmental Impact 
Statement documenting arguments associated with 
the deepening of a shipping channel near the city 
of Melbourne totals more than 3000 pages. The 
executive summary alone exceeds 35 pages.
In another participatory decision making initia-
tive in Australia, a forum known as the Energy 
Futures Forum engaged a variety of stakeholders 
including energy utilities and mining companies to 
Table 1.
GROUP Rating of reasoning Rating of group discussion
Unstructured Reasoning was very poor with most students suggesting one of 
the solutions and modifying it to account for a health or language 
concern. Only two students mentioned reasons for their conclusion 
that were not simply a dislike of the other possible solutions
High. Discussion was based on single 
points of view put by individuals
GAAM All students gave some reasons for their solution. Clear and bal-
anced account of relevant factors
High. General discussion of issues
TAS 3 out of the 4 gave reasons and 1 actually rated the importance of a 
particular factor as a reason. Little breadth of issues
High
IBIS 3 students gave reasons for their choice the other 2 largely said that 
they liked their choice better than the other solutions without other 
reasons. Clear articulation
High, but focused on popularized 
discussion
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identify plausible scenarios for generating energy 
needed by Australian industry and consumers 
(Morozow, 2006). A key feature of this forum was 
the inclusion of a deliberative democracy initiative 
called the Energy Futures Citizens Panels (EFCPs). 
Twenty participants representing a cross-section of 
views on sources of energy formed each of three 
EFCPs held in different major Australian cities. 
Deliberations were conducted with a facilitator 
over a four-day period. A great deal of work was 
done in small groups who reported to the larger 
group. Facilitators helped groups by summarizing 
inputs and assisting with the production of each 
Panel’s final PowerPoint presentation. The delib-
erations provided valuable insight for the drafters 
of the final report (Littleboy, 2006), though the 
issues were quite complex and intricate.
A detailed analysis of the EFCP panels led 
Dryzek & Niemeyer (2006) to observe that de-
liberation initially involves agreement on those 
values, beliefs and preferences that are relevant 
and legitimate to the issues at hand. It does not 
require consensus about which of them is right 
or how they should be prioritized, but it does 
require that all relevant perspectives be actively 
considered and understood. They call this agree-
ment, metaconsensus. Metaconsensus requires 
that participants understand each other and the 
pertinent factors without a need for consensus. 
Dryzek and Niemeyer (2006) claim that metacon-
sensus produces outcomes that are tractable and 
more legitimate than those where metaconsensus 
is low. It also eliminates irrelevant and strategic 
arguments.
Argument mapping methods such as Toulmin 
and its variants, IBIS and GAAM can be seen to 
provide a diagrammatic representation that work 
towards representing metaconsensus. In laying out 
positions and pro and con arguments, the IBIS map 
advanced by Rittel and Webber (1984) captures 
aspects of metaconsensus without prescribing a 
preference ranking or preferred solution. However 
it gives undue representation and emphasis to 
polarities. The version of the Toulmin structure 
deployed by vanGelder (2003) performs a similar 
role by laying out assertions and reasons for or 
against them. The generic argument structure pro-
posed by Yearwood and Stranieri (2006) captures 
the generally agreed structure of reasoning on the 
issue without explicitly representing polarities at 
the generic stage.
A central feature underpinning argument 
mapping methods and measures of deliberation 
is the use of reasons to underpin opinion. Some-
what surprisingly, Polletta (2006) found that 
discussion was indeed largely based on reasons 
however, if a view being advanced was unpopular 
or unorthodox, its advocate was far more likely 
to use personal story telling rather than reasons 
to advance their view. She attributes this to the 
power of story-telling for engaging with others 
in an inherently collaborative way. Listeners can 
identify, sympathize and understand personal ac-
counts in a qualitatively different way than they 
can when confronted with reasons.
Polletta (2006) cites a respondent in one of the 
online fora set up to foster participatory debate on 
the World Trade Center site who used a story to 
make the point that the new design must respect 
a sense of reverence the public has for the site:
“Recently, someone I know came back for a visit. 
She and her family went to Manhattan and took 
the Circle Line for a ride and she said that when 
they reached the WTC site the entire ship got silent. 
It’s this reverence that needs to be addressed.”
It is difficult to imagine how an assertion de-
picting the need for a reverent site design backed 
by well supported reasons could inspire the same 
sense of drama and impact that the short and simple 
personal account provides.
In addition to the use of stories for describing 
a view or making a point in a way that invites 
community unity rather than cold debate, Pol-
letta (2006) notes that quite often participants in 
a discussion do not enter deliberations with fixed 
and certain opinions but rather do so with vaguely 
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held notions and an openness to the views of oth-
ers so that their own view may be cemented with 
some certitude.
The central lesson to draw from the varied 
approaches to measuring deliberation involves, 
first of all, the acceptance that deliberation can 
be measured, it is desirable to measure it and that 
there may be more than one way to measure it. 
More research is required in order to determine 
the extent to which the different instruments cor-
relate with each other though measuring different 
phenomena. It is quite possible, for instance, 
that deliberation measured using DQI results 
in deliberation ratings that are similar to those 
observed with intersubjective rationality. That 
said, the incorporation of quantitative measures 
of deliberation that include personal story telling 
metrics may be far more difficult to achieve.
The measurement of deliberation is of great 
interest to advocates of deliberative democracy 
though there is no suggestion that deliberation 
is restricted to public policy discussions involv-
ing large numbers of participants. We adopt the 
view that approaches to measure deliberation 
can be interpreted as approaches to measure the 
extent to which a reasoning community operates 
deliberatively. The nature of the processes at each 
phase of a reasoning community’s work (engage-
ment, individual reasoning, group coalescing and 
decision making) can be identified to distinguish 
a deliberative reasoning community from less 
deliberative communities. Adopting this view 
facilitates the discernment of appropriate tech-
nologies to advance deliberation and, ultimately, 
the democratic ideal.
A REASONING COMMUNITY 
PERSPECTIVE ON 
DELIBERATIVE DEMOCRACY
If we accept that a central tenant of deliberative de-
mocracy is the ideal that decision making ought to 
be informed by reasoned debate (Stromer-Galley, 
2007) then a forum for deliberative democracy 
is an instance of a reasoning community. Like 
all reasoning communities, its processes com-
prise engagement, individual reasoning, group 
coalescing and decision making. This perspec-
tive on deliberative democracies enables a clear 
specification of elements in each phase that are 
essential for a community to operate as a delibera-
tive democracy community.
Table 2 summarizes essential elements. For 
instance, participants are best recruited to be 
representative of the constituency and so should 
represent as broad a range of views and beliefs as 
possible for a deliberative democracy community. 
The communication protocol should enable all 
views to be heard and encourages open expres-
sion. That all participants have easy access to 
relevant background information and work with 
schemes for the representation of their reasoning 
is particularly important for the individual reason-
ing phase of a deliberative community but also so 
that each individual can contribute informed and 
explicit communication of their views and reasons. 
Frequent and thorough group communication 
and coalescing enables agreement on relevant 
features of a problem solution that is important to 
avoid individuals becoming overwhelmed by the 
complexity and size of policy issues. The spirit 
of deliberative democracy is more aptly captured 
with a decision-making protocol based on con-
sensus than a resort to voting, regardless of how 
fair the voting algorithm is. Each of these points 
is elaborated upon in the next sections.
THE ENGAGEMENT PHASE
The engagement phase of a reasoning community 
involves the clear identification of the issue, the re-
cruitment of participants, agreement on a protocol 
for communication and a protocol for decision-
making. The engagement phase also involves the 
articulation of the future audience that may re-use 
the community’s reasoning. Features within each 
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of these elements of the engagement phase can be 
identified that contribute to deliberative democ-
racy to a greater extent than others. For instance, 
the recruitment of participants for a deliberative 
democracy forum is ideally performed to include 
a broad range of stakeholder views, to ensure that 
all key views are represented and to ensure that 
participant demographics are representative of 
those of the broader community.
Recruiting participants to ensure a broad range 
of views is important so that no opinion is left 
unheard and also to ensure that the problem is 
viewed from many perspectives. For the World 
Trade Center discussion described by (Polletta, 
2006), over 800 participants were selected to 
represent a cross section of views. They were 
assigned to 26 groups to discuss architectural 
designs, transportation, housing, and economic 
development options. This was done so that the 
solutions were guaranteed to be viewed from a 
range of pertinent perspectives.
The imperative to recruit participants so 
that the sample is representative of the broader 
community is more important in a deliberative 
democracy setting than in other reasoning com-
munities. This taps into the democratic ideal that 
decisions are made by people who are affected by 
the decisions. In the Energy Citizen Panels study 
by Dryzek (2006), participants were selected by 
random sampling from telephone directories and 
further stratified for age, gender, highest level of 
education and employment status. In the Bloom-
field Track deliberations involving the controver-
sial construction of an outback Australian road 
(Niemeyer, 2003), indigenous participants were 
prevented from attending by floods.
Although not appearing as a criterion for the 
measurement of deliberation in existing schemes, 
the extent to which participants are selected to 
advance a broad range of perspectives is argu-
ably as important as a criterion for measuring 
discourse quality once dialogue commences. In 
its extreme, discourse is conceivably extremely 
un-deliberative if adherents to controversial views 
are not invited to the table in the first place.
Communication protocols need to be deter-
mined and agreed upon during the engagement 
phase. A communication protocol includes:
• The medium for communication. Options 
may include online communication, face 
to face, email, telephone, SMS text and 
video conferencing
• The procedural regulation of discussion. 
This includes rules for turn taking, the ap-
pointment or not of facilitators, moderators 
or chairpersons and time or quantity limits 
on contributions
• The regulation of content and behaviour. 
This includes constraints on the content 
Table 2. Reasoning community phases and deliberative democracy communities 
Reasoning Community Phase Important Features for Deliberative democracy communities
Engagement Representative sample. Recruitment of participants to ensure 
breadth of views. 
Communication protocol characterized by respect, tolerance and 
listening
Individual reasoning Ready access to all relevant background information. 
Schemes for the explicit representation of reasoning.
Group Coalescing Frequent communication and capturing of views and reasoning - 
group coalescing endeavours. 
Inclusive and non-combative schemes for the explicit representa-
tion of meta-consensus.
Decision Making Full participation in decision-making. 
Decision-making protocol based more on consensus than voting
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matter of contributions in addition to 
the manner in which the contribution is 
conveyed.
Workshop methods such as the Search Confer-
ence advanced by Emery and Purser (1996) detail 
many aspects that facilitate the communication 
that they claim to be essential for deliberation: 
respect, involvement of all participants and col-
laborative attitudes. For example, Search Confer-
ence interactions should take place face to face 
over one or more days to encourage participants 
to get to know each other. Seating arrangements 
should be chosen so that participants face each 
other. Facilitators are required to be well trained 
to bring quiet participants into discussion and 
regulate the behaviour of strongly assertive 
participants. In contrast, the Consult approach 
described by Afshar et al. (2006) suggests that 
deliberation can occur with an exclusively online 
medium provided the system mandates the supply 
of reasons to underpin suggestions, anonymity and 
an unbiased voting scheme. Similarly, an email-
based Delphi process is commonly believed to 
engage participants deliberatively.
The reasoning community life cycle model 
proposes that the decision-making protocol is 
also determined in the engagement phase. This is 
so that participants agree and understand on how 
to put together their reasoning. Deliberation is 
sometimes associated with consensual decision-
making however, this is not necessarily the case. 
The final decision in the World Trade Center 
project was made by the City of New York. In 
the Energy Forum Citizens Panels managed by 
Dryzek (2006), the panel views were aggregated 
with the use of the Hare, Condorcet and Borda 
preferential voting schemes. However, the voting 
scheme was not determined by the panellists but 
by the facilitators. The deliberation discussion 
facilitated by vanGelder (2003) in a workplace 
setting was made by consensus. However his claim 
that the facilitated elicitation of a Toulmin-based 
diagram from a group of participants virtually 
ensures a consensual decision may be overstated.
A reasoning community identifies the intended 
audience for the future re-use of their reasoning in 
the engagement phase. The intended audience for 
future re-use of the reasoning performed within 
each reasoning panel can easily be imagined to 
include new citizen panels discussing an issue 
like `energy generation’, anywhere in the world, 
though this was not advanced in the Dryzek (2006) 
study. Future panels could benefit by having ac-
cess to the claims, reasons and evidence from the 
Australian discussions, as a starting point. This 
would facilitate both individual reasoning and 
group coalescing.
By adopting a reasoning community view we 
more clearly see that there are several elements 
in the Engagement phase that can impact on the 
quality of deliberation and the outcomes of delib-
erative democracy fora. Furthermore, most exist-
ing measures of deliberation only focus on some 
of the elements that can feasibly have an impact 
on the quality of deliberation. Stromer-Galley 
(2007) discourse based approaches to measuring 
deliberation use elements of procedural regulation 
of communication by including indicators such 
as equal levels of participation while being silent 
on the impact of the communication medium. 
Emery and Purser (1996) and Steenbergen (2003) 
emphasize the importance of respect.
INDIVIDUAL REASONING PHASE
In the individual reasoning phase of the reasoning 
community life cycle there are two major roles: 
the individual drawing together or coalescing 
of knowledge and the formulation of beliefs, 
opinions, judgments and assertions from that 
knowledge. As Polletta (2006) notes, many par-
ticipants commence discussions without clear 
views of relevant factors or of their own beliefs 
or assertions. She points out the importance of 
personal story telling in the task of making sense 
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of the issue. In contrast, the intersubjective ratio-
nality approach (Niemeyer, 2007) for measuring 
deliberation presumes that participants have 
clearly articulated beliefs and desired outcomes. 
Furthermore, it seems implicit in intersubjective 
rationality that participants form their beliefs and 
desired outcomes somewhat independently of 
group processing.
Each individual in a (deliberative) reasoning 
community brings their background, context 
and perspective on an issue to contribute to the 
group. However, the feature of deliberative rea-
soning communities most pertinent to individual 
coalescing is the provision of reasons to underpin 
assertions. Whilst communication of opinions and 
beliefs can be achieved in a variety of ways, it 
is the extent to which reasons are provided that 
distinguish the dialogue as being deliberative and 
can be found in all attempts to measure deliberative 
quality. For intersubjective rationality, the reasons 
are assumed to be associated with the beliefs a 
participant holds. Two of the four criteria cited by 
Steenbergen (2003) as indicative of deliberation 
are the level of justification and the content of the 
justification. The variation to the Toulmin structure 
that vanGelder (2003) has developed includes 
specific slots for reasons. Yearwood and Stranieri 
(2006) used external observers to assess the extent 
to which reasons were provided by school students 
in discussing the government’s refugee policies. 
Polletta (2000) found that discussion was based 
heavily on reasons. Even when personal story 
telling was used rather than reasons to advance a 
view in her World Trade Center study, the events 
of the story can be seen to provide a reason to 
underpin the point of the story even though both 
point and reasons remain implicit in the narrative.
Although there is broad consensus that reasons 
are important for deliberation, there is far less clar-
ity on what reasons are, and how a good reason can 
be discerned from poor ones. In formal logics the 
quality of supporting promises is related to their 
truth value. In defeasible logics and arguments the 
strength of the reasons is related to the number 
and strength of supporting and attacking proposi-
tions. In informal logic the goodness of reasons is 
assessed by their explicitness and their support. 
Support may be assessed by weights assigned in 
various ways or by popularity or by authority.
To reiterate, the specification of reasons 
is broadly accepted as an integral element of 
deliberative democracy. However, in our view, 
the way reasons are defined and conceptualized 
is intimately associated with the way in which 
reasoning is represented. The specification of 
reasons in a story format is quite different from 
the specification of reasons in the syllogism, in a 
defeasible logic, in Toulmin argument structures, 
IBIS or the GAAM. Consequently, measures of 
deliberative quality ought to include a notion of 
the representation of reasoning.
COALESCING
In the group coalescing phase, a reasoning com-
munity takes time out, as it were, to take stock of 
the individual reasoning advanced by each par-
ticipant. The background knowledge discovered 
in addition to all claims and reasons are coalesced 
into a format that acts as a summary and a gen-
eral representation of all views. Dryzek (2006) 
observes and suggests that deliberation initially 
involves agreement on those values, beliefs and 
preferences that are legitimate and relevant to 
the issues. They call this agreement or this stage 
of agreement, metaconsensus. Metaconsensus 
requires that participants understand each other 
and the pertinent factors without the need for 
agreement on decisions or outcomes.
In a small reasoning community such as a 
patient-doctor community, group coalescing is 
rarely performed at all. In a larger community 
involved with more complex issues, the specifica-
tion of an explicit group coalescing is sometimes 
performed. The Search Conference technique of 
small breakout groups brainstorming an issue 
to present to the entire group enables the group 
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to perform group coalescing, albeit indirectly. 
Claims, reasons and knowledge pertinent to the 
issue are elicited and distinguished from those 
that are not relevant. A Delphi facilitator engaged 
in organizing, abstracting and summarising input 
from participants is an agent actively engaged in 
group coalescing.
Dryzek (2006) claims that high metaconsensus 
produces outcomes that are tractable and more 
legitimate than when metaconsensus is low and 
that it also eliminates irrelevant and strategic 
arguments. vanGelder (2003) claims that the 
specification of an argument map goes a long way 
toward engaging participants to find a solution to 
a dispute. In our view, the group coalescing is a 
process that can be performed by participants or 
external personnel and produces, as an artefact, 
an explicit representation of the elements of the 
group reasoning. A metaconsensus provides one 
description of this conceptually but to be useful 
needs a representation. An argument map can 
help with individual reasoning but needs to be 
at another level of abstraction to be useful as 
an explicit representation for group reasoning. 
Stories and narrative although usually individual 
can capture reasoning that the group subscribe to 
in a potentially general way.
That group coalescing is performed frequently 
and represented explicitly is critical for delib-
erative democracy. Without constant coalescing, 
participants are readily overwhelmed by the 
complexity of knowledge, reasons and claims in 
a large issue. Without some form of coalescing, 
deliberation can more readily degenerate into 
attacks on individual claims or onto individuals 
themselves. For instance, in the EFCPs, a facilita-
tor was used to help the groups. The set of scenarios 
was modelled as a tree with 3 main branches (high 
carbon tax, late tax, no tax). In the Bloomfield 
Track study by Niemeyer (2003) panellists were 
presented with five preferences and seven key 
factors to take into account as they deliberated. 
In particular, they agreed upon the set of relevant 
factors. For example, the impact of silt run-off 
on a nearby reef was removed from the list of 
environmental concerns after scientific evidence 
showed that this would be minimal.
THE DECISION-MAKING PHASE
In Athenian democracy, decisions were ultimately 
made by a simple majority vote of adult male 
citizens present at the discussion. Preferential 
voting schemes enable participants to rank their 
preferences and allow for more sophisticated 
aggregation of voting. Arrow (1963) identified 
four properties in social preference functions as 
follows:
• Universal Domain. The voting scheme ac-
counts for all individual preferences and 
provides a complete ranking of preferences 
that would be the same ranking each time 
voters’ preferences are presented the same 
way.
• Pareto Efficiency implies that the outcome 
of the voting system is not over sensitive to 
any individual’s preferences.
• Non-dictatorship. The aggregation of pref-
erences into an outcome should account 
for the choices of multiple voters. The re-
sult cannot simply copy the preferences of 
a single voter.
• The independence of irrelevant alterna-
tives entails that should provide the same 
ranking of preferences among a subset of 
options as it would for a complete set of 
options.
According to Arrow’s theorem (Arrow, 1963) 
it is impossible to construct a perfect system of 
voting that can satisfy all four fairness properties 
when there are more than two alternatives. List 
(2002) note that the system known as the Borda 
Count system violates the fourth fairness condi-
tion though this is not regarded as necessarily 
disadvantageous. Niemeyer (2003) compared 
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three schemes, the Condorcet, Hare and Borda 
Count for the Bloomfield Track deliberation and 
found the final preferences differed for all three 
methods. Following further deliberation the three 
methods were in complete agreement on rank-
ings of the five solutions to the issue of sealing 
the outback road although there was a 7-5 split 
between two options.
Although voting schemes provide a fast, 
convenient mechanism for the determination of 
a final decision, there is a sense that resorting 
to a vote is not in keeping with the ideal of a 
deliberative discursive community as advanced 
by Habermas (1984). In that ideal, open dialogue 
unencumbered by power plays, false or missing 
information will lead naturally to a consensus. 
Once each participant is heard and rationality is 
exalted above other considerations, solutions can 
be agreed upon unanimously even if the solution 
goes against a particular individual’s self interest.
Features that characterize a deliberative de-
mocracy reasoning community from other reason-
ing communities can be identified at each phase 
of group reasoning. Currently, different measures 
of deliberative quality relate to some but not all of 
the features. In our view, this is an omission that 
can be clearly seen if a deliberative community 
is seen as an instance of a reasoning community.
CONCLUSION
Initiatives toward the advancement of electronic 
democracy do more than provide fora for delib-
erative democracy. The World Legal Information 
Institute (WorldLII) is a free, independent and 
non-profit collaboration of a number of institutes 
dedicated to the provision of free access to public 
legal information throughout the world WorldLII 
(2007). They receive the text of judgments and 
statutes on a daily basis from thousands of courts 
and parliaments world-wide. Within a very short 
time frame, the text is automatically processed 
and uploaded to the relevant databases making the 
documents freely available to any Internet user.
Initiatives to ensure that advanced communi-
cation technologies are readily accessible to all 
citizens include affordable access to the Internet, 
and a level of education and awareness to navi-
gate effectively through the maze of information 
already available. This includes programs such as 
those envisaged by Macintosh et al. (2002) that 
aim to enhance participation by all age groups.
This chapter has considered the nature of 
deliberative democracy from the perspective of 
a reasoning community as defined by Yearwood 
and Stranieri, (2008). The elements and phases of 
a reasoning community make explicit the many 
structural and procedural matters that need to be 
considered and implemented in a deliberative 
democracy setting. This perspective provides 
considerations and suggestions for the develop-
ment of technologies and processes to more readily 
support groups wishing to engage in and develop 
deliberative democracy. In doing so we have also 
suggested that consideration of the appropriate 
knowledge and reasoning structures can also 
shed light on the measurement of deliberation and 
provide insight into the effective of deliberative 
democracy approaches. The approach is consis-
tent with providing support for the functions of 
Åström’s Interactive democracy.
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